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V 

THE MAIN FUNCTION OF THE RIGHT-WING 

SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 


The main (political function of the Right-wine So¬ 


cial-Democrats today does not differ in principle from 
the role of the Social-Democratic reformists whom out 


teacher of genius Vladimir Ilyich Lenin criticized so 
thoroughly and denounced in his day. What was 
Lenin’s description of their main political function in 
bourgeois society? Here, for example, is what he wrote 
in 1910 in an article revealing, in particular, the 

treacherous position of Ramsay MacDonald, the Brit¬ 
ish Labour leader: 


The bourgeoisie needs lackeys whom a section of 
the working class would trust, who would paint in fine 
colours, embellish the bourgeoisie with talk about the 
possibility of a reformist path, who would throw dust 
in the eyes of the people by this talk, who would di¬ 
vert the people from revolution by depicting in glow¬ 
ing colours the charms and the possibilities of the re¬ 
formist path.’’* 

There is much in common between this role of the 
Social-Democratic reformists and the ambitions of the 

socialists of a still earlier day whom Marx and Engels 
deseril>ed in the Manifesto of the Communist Party as 
bourgeois socialists. 


“The socialistic bourgeois,” wrote Marx and Engels, 
want all the advantages of modern (bourgeois.—O. K.) 
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social conditions without the struggles; (and dangers necr 
essarily resulting therefrom. They desire the existing 
state of society minus its revolutionary and disintegrat¬ 
ing elements.” 

By preaching petty economic or administrative re¬ 
forms the bourgeois socialists of those times sought “to 
depreciate every revolutionary movement in the eyes of 
the working class”; they were “desirous of redressing 
social grievances, in order to secure the continued exist¬ 
ence of bourgeois society.” That was what Marx and 
Em? els wrote. 

Lenin in the beginning of 1917 wrote in similar 
term's of the ambitions of reformists of the type of Tu- 
rati, Kantsky and other apostles of the Second Interna¬ 
tional. Lenin said of them: 

“Bourgeois reformists and pacifists are people who, 
as a general rule, are paid, in one form or another, to 
strengthen the rule of imperialism by [patching it lip, 
to keep the masses of the people quiet and to divert 
them from the revolutionary struggle.”* 

While noting the similarity of the descriptions, we 
must not, however, overlook an important point of dif¬ 
fer enoe. The bourgeois socialists of the times of Marx 
and Engels were outside the working-class organiza¬ 
tions, which were then very weak and disunited. Half 
a century later, the reformist Social-Democrats began 
to operate inside the workers’ organizations, adapting 

themselves more and more to the bourgeois system. 

+ 

Lenin levelled his criticism against these reformists that 
for the most part headed the Social-Democratic parties 
and trade unions. They adopted the viewpoint of the 
bourgeoisie, but did not withdraw from the working- 
class organizations; they remained at their posts and 
retained the name “socialist, ” hut they betrayed the 
cause of the working class. They began to subordinate 


V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 4th Russ, ed., Vol. 23, p. 262. 


6 



the labour movement to the interests of flic bourgeoisie 
and to do the latter’s bidding. 

These Social-Democratic reformists may, therefore 


be described as a new variety of bourgeois socialists, 
much move dangerous and malignant than were 

the bourgeois socialists of the middle of the 19 th 


century. 

As mentioned above, Lenin, in speaking of the re¬ 
formists of the imperialist epoch, emphasized that they 
are people whom the bourgeoisie pays for their serv¬ 
ices in one form or another. In another article Lenin 


wrote of such labour leaders and the upper stratum of 
bourgeoisifted workers that the capitalists “bribe them 
in thousands of different ways, direct and indirect, overt * 
and covert.” They are, wrote Lenin, “the real agents 
of the bourgeoisie in the labour movement.”* 

In connection with the first world war, when capi¬ 
talism entered the epoch of its general crisis, when the 
Russian proletariat, led bv the Party of Lenin and Stalin, 
accomplished the Great October Socialist Revolution, 
and when revolutionary feeling ran high in a num¬ 
ber of oiler European countries, the Social-Democratic 

reformists used the working-class organizations under 
Iheir leadership as a dam to stem the tide of the rev- 

. movement of the labouring masses. And, as 
we know, the bourgeoisie, with the aid of the 
reformists, succeeded at that time in saving the cap¬ 
italist system in Germany, Austria-Hungary, Italy and 
ether European countries. 


The Social-Democratic parties began to wage system¬ 
atic warfare against the Communist movement and to 
ci>nduct a virulent campaign against the Soviet Union. 
Thoy did everything to convince the bourgeoisie that it 
could rely upon them as devoted henchmen in the fight 
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!?!!.“! ,! he , Soviet Union >' against Communis 


German 


proletariat 


and 


and 


government 


superprofits 


financial oligarchy that they, the Socil-Demolrats de 

ZTl'lZ? 4 *** no less than Hifler ’ s Hot: 

t German ,T mP ° ,y «*«■» 

H“ er having promised them the complete annihilation 

of “I 111 and 311 twprecedented stream 

from war contracts, with the further 

-TT ' J ;. Ct>I "?" erirlg vast “Lebensraiun” for Germany 
International reaction followed suit. If also pinned 

lopes on German fascism. It sought to direct Hit¬ 
ler s aggression against the Soviet Union and to this end 

[hetc a m ery 3 o ‘° 6Mb!e h “ fo P re P arc for 

the second world war. But the Munich policy of Britain 
Md Prance proved an utter failure. Statin’s foreign 

™l2’ a a , PO Cy !! f §enius ’ gave the Land of Socialism 
peace as far as the year 1941, and the opportunity to 

build up forces to 'repel fascist Germany. The USSR 

proved to be the principal force in the anti-Hitler 
coalition of the peoples. 

v T ri? S6Cond world war ’ as we know, brought entire- 
y i erent results from what international reaction 

hoped for at the time of the Munich deal with Hitler. 

It resulted not in the strengthening, hut in the further 
weakening o,f capitalism; far from remedying the shaky 
position of capitalism, it aggravated its general crisis, 
ur Soviet State smashed the main forces of fascist 
ermany and her accomplices, and on the day of vie - 
tory our country proved to be the strongest power in 
t e world. The forces of international imperialist reac¬ 
tion, on the other hand, found themselves without some 

of their major stalwarts, such as fascist Germany, Italy 

and Japan. The People’s Democracies—countries 


liberated 



from the German yoke bv Soviet troops—have dropped 

The mood of the broad 

countries is 


out of the imperialist system. 

of the people in other European 
rising wrath. The influence of the Communist 


one 


masses 

of 

* 

parties has greatly increased. In some of the colonies 
the peoples have launched countrywide struggles for 
national liberation from imperialist bondage. All the 
Contradictions of capitalism fhave become accentuated 


to the utmost, creating an immediate threat of new 
destructive economic crises, political conflicts and major 
collisions between classes. 


Under these circumstances the bourgeoisie of the 
West-European countries could not do without the serv¬ 
ices of the Right-wing Socialists. It needs them now, 

not less, but more than before the second world war. 
Who are better fitted than the Social-Democratic re¬ 
formists to counteract the growing political activity of 
the working class and the lower middle class and thus 

protect the interests of the big bourgeoisie? In view of 
the rising revolutionary hatred of the masses for the 
avaricious robbers who preside over the big banks, 

trusts and concerns, the Right-wing Social-Democrats 
ore exerting every energy to spread reformist illusions, 
to deceive the masses and to corrupt them politically. 
To counterbalance the widespread sympathies among 
the labouring masses for the Soviet Union, they resort 
to unscrupulous slanders and all sorts of fabrications 
about our Socialist country. To offset the influence of 
the Communist parties they are everywhere carrying 
on a venomous campaign against the Communists and 
all honest Socialists who cooperate with them. 

The capitalists cannot themselves keep the workers 
trom fighting for higher wages and better working con- 

o 

ditions: they need the help of Social-Democratic agents 
occupying leading positions in trade unions and other 

labour organizations, or holding, say, ministerial 
posts. 



The urge for working-class unity, which was greatly 

among ft G ^ T’ ar0USed « rave a PP re l>e n sion 

of the Right-wing Socialists the boungeoisie in the West 


Euroip 


or 



degree in preventing the 

- 




rw.™ * * • -** w «vwanai workers 

J° mm § forces with the Communists for the fight 

- reaction. The leaders of the British Labour 

Party worked particularly hard to prevent, wherever 

passible, m other countries too, the establishment of a 
proletarian united front. 

n I * : s T wo , rth w,lile noting that the Labour Professor 
arold Laski did quite a great deal of travelling on the 
uropean continent in the capacity of chief promoter of 

division in the working-class movement—the selfsame 
rofessor Harold Laski who during the war quite elo- 

, ' i * workers* the harm of division 

in the ranks of the working-class movement and the 

need for concerted, joint action after the war was over. 

- t that time lie deprecated (in the January 1943 
oi Left News) the disunity of the working class, the 
ideological differences dividing Socialists and Commu¬ 
nists. He warned that, unless the workers were ready for 
action, the hour of victory might prove an hour of 
danger: that if the fratricidal strife which had been in¬ 
strumental in bringing about the destruction of the 
labour movement in Germany and in Italy and in sap¬ 
ping its strength in other countries persisted after the 
war, the war for freedom might bring still worse slavery. 

As we see from this, Harold Laski, as well as other 
Labour leaders, was well aware what unity of the work¬ 
ing-class movement meant for the workers’ cause. But 
just because the Labour leaders were so well aware of 
this lhey resolutely bent their efforts after the war to 
keep the working-class movement divided, and not only 
in Britain but in other countries too. The interests of the 
bourgeoisie—the master whom they are 


serving—de- 
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mended thfti they betray the cause of ftewerking 
class. 

«r J 

By maintaining and widening the rift in the tanks 
of the working class, the British Labour Party leaders, 

along with the Right-wing Socialists of France, are seek¬ 
ing to perpetuate in Western and Central Europe a 
state of affairs which would make it impossible for the 
proletariat, even in the event of an acute revolutionary 
situation, to engage in concerted, united action danger¬ 
ous to tlie bourgeois system. At the same time the 
Social-Democratic splitters are working systematically 
to weaken the will of the workers for militant action, 
spreading disbelief in the strength of the working class, 
threatening proletarians with the wrath of god and 

capital, and poisoning their minds with the venom of 
anti-Communism. 


i he party machine of the present-day Right-wing 
Social-Democrats thus serves the ruling bourgeoisie as 
an agency lor insurance against workers’ unrest, or as 
a sort of office for the political suppression of the rebel¬ 
lious .spirit of the masses still under their influence. 


Leon Rluin, the French Socialist Party leader, who 
\sas regarded as the ideological head of the contempo¬ 
rary social reformists, told them quite bluntly that, 
wherever they are members of the government in capital¬ 
ist society they must act as “loyal and true business 


managers’ of that society. Even when they have an 
absolute majority in parliament, he said at his party’s 

congress in 1946, they must bend all their efforts to 
render good service as true “ruling representatives of 
the capitalist society.*' However, Blum was not in the 
least concerned about loyalty and honesty with regard 
to the cause of the working class. 

In informing their habitual services for the bour¬ 
geoisie, in fighting to maintain the capitalist regime 

4 L -. D i i » rp • . A i 


the Right-wing Social-Democrats are fighting to main¬ 
tain their positions, their soft jobs (as flunkeys), their 
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thirty pieces of silver. The fate of the present*day Right- 
wing Socialists is entirely bound up with the fate of the 
bourgeoisie, primarily Big Business, on whose position 
and strength, in the main, depends their influence too. 

This has been most graphically revealed in the Peo¬ 
ple’s Democracies—Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
etc. No sooner did the big bourgeoisie in those countries 
lose their dominating positions and their business en¬ 
terprises and the landlords their estates, than the Right- 
wing Socialists lost their former influence among the 
masses. Some of these servitors of the bourgeoisie are 
now nothing but living corpses, others still offer the 
spectacle of incorrigible but cowardly intriguers, while 
still others have joined espionage and sabotage gangs 
and live on what they get from foreign imperialists. 

The closer any of the People’s Democracies draw to 
Socialism, the more obvious becomes the fact that the 
last of the Right-wing Social-Democrats are fit for noth¬ 
ing more than the garbage heap. 




II 

WHAT SORT OF SOCIALISTS ARE THEY? 


It would be impossible for the Social-Democratic re¬ 
formists successfully to do their job as servants of the 
bourgeoisie, if they did not at the same time take care 
to retain the confidence of the workers who still follow 


them. That is why they use the flag of Socialism. 

But they hate the true Socialism that has been estab¬ 
lished in the Soviet Union, where for many years al¬ 
ready not a single enterprise belongs to capitalists, where 
there are no exploiters and where there is no exploita¬ 
tion of man by man. It goes without saying that real 
Socialism cannot he established in anv other form and 
the Right-wing Social-Democrats know this. But they 
also know that w r herever real Socialism is established 

—that is to say, Socialism without capitalists, without 
a bourgeoisie—no room w T ill be left for bourgeois so¬ 
cialists either. Hence their hatred of genuine Socialism, 

a hatred as natural and vicious as that felt by the bour¬ 
geoisie itself. 



However, to retain the confidence of tlhe Socialis 
workers, the Right-wing Social-Democrats have to ad 
vocale something that they can palm off as Socialism 
some ersatz-Socialism. They need it (particularly 
today, for during the war of liberation against fascis 
tier many socialist ideas immensely increased their hob 
upon masses of workers in Britain, France and man 1 
other Imurgcois countries. In the face of this left war 
trend of the workers, even the British Labour Part 1 
leaders began in 1943 to wave the flag of Socialism 
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In their 1945 election platform the leaders of the 
Labour Party promised that in the event of victory in 
the General Election they would convert a large part 
of British industry into public property, place monop¬ 
olies and cartels under public supervision, establish 
control over production and prices, and much more. To 
popularize this platform, the spokesmen of the Labour 
Party (Prof, Laski, for example) promised to undertake 
“to build the foundations of Socialism within the struc¬ 
ture of a society dominated by a capitalist economy, to 
achieve the socialist revolution by consent.” 

Its victory in the 1945 General Election provided 
the Labour Party with the opportunity to carry out its 
entire election platform. But the Labour government 
decided to put into effect only such measures as did 

not meet with objections from the capitalists. The 
shareholders of the Bank of England, for instance, will¬ 
ingly consented to let the state have their shares in 
return for a generous compensation which guarantees 
them an income of 12 per cent per annum. The nation¬ 
alization of the coal industry likewise benefited the 


mineowners, because they themselves were absolutely 
unable to continue operating their technically backward 

mines at a profit. The Labour government paid the 
mineowners huge sums in compensation. Shinwell, the 
Minister of Fuel and Power at the time, who knew the 


sentiments of the British mineowners on the matter, said 
of tlieir attitude toward the plan to nationalize the coal 
industry that thev would hail it with enthusiasm. For 
the coal industry was in a bad way, and many would 
be glad to get rid of their mines. 

On the basis of such measures, Labour Party propa¬ 


gandists are loudly claiming that something in the nature 


of socialist construction has begun 


in Britain. 


That is 


all nonsense, of course. In many other bourgeois coun¬ 
tries railways and central banks functioning as state 
banks have long been the property, not of private share- 


U 








holders, but of the state. There is not a grain of So*- 
fiaikw in the fact that the Bank of Eng lan d has now 
been nationalized, since it has merely been perfected 
ftra ani7fliinnaJl y as an enterprise of state-monopoly 

capitalism. 

The Right-wing Social-Democrats often insist that the 

nationalization of the coal industry in Britain is, in 
principle, the same as the nationalization of large-scale 

industries in the People s Democracies. In fact, however, 
these are entirely different things. In the first case, in 
Britain, the nationalization of the coal industry fully 
accords with the dominance of contemporary capitalism. 
In the second case, in the People's jDemocracies, the na¬ 
tionalization of industry has actually meant lihat modern 
capitalism has been abandoned for a road which leads to 


Socialism. 

There is a difference in principle here determined 
above all bv the class character of the state which carries 
out the nationalization. It is one thing if a bourgeois 
state, based on modern monopoly capitalism, buys out 
an industry; and it is an entirely different thing if a 

*/ x v 


state which is ruled, not by the bourgeoisie, but by the 
working people, takes over all large-scale industries. In 
the first case, the domination of private capitalist mo¬ 
nopolies remains unrestricted: more than this, the enter¬ 
prises that have come under state ownership, as well as all 


the other economic organizations of the state, will 
become interlinked with the system of private capitalist 
monopolies and subordinated to the interests of the latter. 
In the second case, however, the nationalization of large- 
scale industries puts an end to the entire system of mo¬ 
nopoly capitalism. 

The composition of the directing body of the nation- 
alized coal industry in Britain is such as to fully ensure 
that the first of the two tendencies mentioned above pre¬ 
vails. It is former mineowners and former directors of 
coal companies who set the tune in the National Coal 


* * * 
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Board. Besides, as The Times remarked on December 

1945, the Constitution of the hoard will provide the 
necessary guarantee that the functions of industrial 
management and commercial organization will not be 
made dependent on a political authority.” Consequently, 
they will only depend on the interests and the instruc¬ 
tions of Britain’s financial oligarchy. As for the Bank 
of England, its fo'rmer Governor, Lord Catto, retained 
his post. The Financial Times , organ of financial circles 
in. Britain, reported that the status of the Bank after its 
nationalization remained unchanged and that the situa¬ 
tion was quite satisfactory to the City. 

The most important reforms promised in the Labour 
Party’s election platform have remained on paper. The 
Labour government falsely (pleads in justification that it 
must abide by “democracy,” that the tradition of Eng¬ 
lish democracy does not permit it to “coerce” the people 
to accept something they do not want. It transpires, how¬ 
ever, that it is not the people but a handful of capitalists 
who are resisting reforms. As a matter of fact, the people 
are demanding the honest and immediate implementation 

of the promise to nationalize the steel industry and of 
all the other promised reforms, but the Labour govern¬ 
ment renounces reforms that do not please the big cap¬ 
italists. 

In an “Economic Survey” the British government ex¬ 
plained that the plans for the development of industry and 
of economic life as a whole can be carried out only when 
“both sides of industry” and the nation agree as to the 
objectives and then work together for their attainment. 
But since the capitalist “side of industry” only agrees 
to reforms whose purpose is to perpetuate capitalism 
the Labour government carries out only such reforms. 

Some of these reforms involve certain concessions 
to the workers too. After all, the capitalists themselves 

realize that in a country like England, where the ex¬ 
ploited workers constitute the overwhelming majority of 
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essential, in the interests 


make some minor con 




ns 



as to divert them as far as possible from the class 


struggle 



the reforms which represent 
capitalists and. small concessions 



workers are advertised by the Labour Party as meas 

... _a * * SpC Kon^lt m Wild 


ures for the attainment 


refer 


“democratic Socialism 


Labour Party lea< 
maintain forever 


behalf 
Clement A 

calling upon 


system of bour geo is 


parliamentarism and the present bourgeois 
thev describe 


the guise 


of maintaining i ‘individual liberties 
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they 


are stealthily smuggling into their fictitious “socialist 


society 


m n 


liberties 


in capitalist society, that 
exploit the workers, the 



bourgeoisie enjoys 
the liberty to 

the 


profiteer, 


liberty to force up prices, the liberty to speculate on the 

. -.1 * n 11 1*1. 1 f rtnrtinlo 


stock exchange, etc., including full 
Thus, tile socialist society which 


liberty for fascists, 
the Labour Party 

leaders claim they are working to establish is in fact 
nothing but contemporary bourgeois society, touched up 

a bit to make it look like “Socialism. 

A similar desire to perpetuate bourgeois society un¬ 
der the 





i.iv. guise of establishing a _ _ 

characteristic ot the bourgeois socialism of the 19th cen 

tury too. 

“In requiring the proletariat to carry 7 out such a 
system,” wrote Marx and Engels, “. . . it (bourgeois so¬ 
cialism.- -O K.) hut requires in reality that the prole¬ 
tariat should remain within the bounds of existing 
society, hut should cast away all its hateful ideas con¬ 
cerning the bourgeoisie.’" 

Since then, however, bourgeois society hats undergone 

certain alterations which have found their corresponding 
reflection in the doctrine of a fictitious socialism. When 

the capitalism which was typical of the 19th century 
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was succeeded (by capitalism in its monopoly stage, many 
reformists, as Lenin indicated, began to assert that 
monopoly capitalism or state-monopoly capitalism is 
no longer capitalism,, but can already be termed ‘state 
oociailism or something of that sort.”* When, in con¬ 
nection with the first world war and the Great October 
Socialist Revolution, capitalism entered the epoch of its 
general crisis, the Social-Democratic defenders of capital¬ 
ism began to spread the illusion that the monopolistic 
combinations are capable of creating a strong and mono¬ 
lithic organized 'Capitalism to' take the place of the 
former anarchy. And the “socialism” of those Social- 
Democrats became as indistinguishable from “organized 
capitalism’ as one hen’s egg from another. However, 
the world economic crisis of 1929-33, which soon fol¬ 
lowed, demolished the entire foundation of the theory 
of “organized capitalism.’’ 

As a result of the second world war the foundations 
of capitalism have been still further shaken. In view 

of the drastic accentuation of all the contradictions of 
the capitalist system, the financial oligarchies of the 
big capitalist countries are obviously hankering after 
a still stronger state machine and its coalescence with 

the giant capitalist monopolies. This also involves a 
certain extension of the economic functions of the capi¬ 
talist state only not, of course, in order to counter¬ 
balance the omnipotence of the private capitalist monop¬ 
olies, but on the contrary, in order to enable the lead* 
ing cliques of finance capital to use the entire power 
of the state as a direct instrument in the fight for their 

predatory objectives both in their own countries and in 
the international arena. 

The Social-Democrats have also adapted themselves 
to these present-day ambitions of monopoly capital. 

* V. I. Lenin, Selected Works, Two-Vol, ed., Vol. II, Moscow 
1947, p. 186. 
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bourgeois aocfctpis nowadays most interested 


Hooee, the fictitious socialism of the soeiai-i/ew- 
cratjc reformists ii—«* it always haabeen—a mirrorlike 

M&n^an of fcoorgeofe society at the #ven stage o . e- 
▼elopment, a faction dim enough to create the im¬ 
pression that aft the contradictions and ulcers of this 
society* all the symptoms of its approaching doom have 
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III 

WHAT SORT OF DEMOCRATS ARE THEY? 


In passing on to an examination of the domestic and 
foreign policies of the contemporary Right-wing Social- 
Democrats, we must pay special attention to the contradic¬ 
tion between their words and their deeds. The behaviour 
of the Right-wing Social-Democrats is 'based on complete 
divergence between words and deeds. Hence we must 
pay due attention to this fact if we want to understand 
their policies. Their actions must be watched most closely. 
For it is not what they say but what they do that counts. 

In words, they are democrats. Democracy, they claim, 
is the cornerstone of their home policy. But there are 
various kinds of “democrats,” just as there are various 


kinds of “socialists.” 



selves socialists—“National-Socialists.” In the United 


States, as we know, half of the reactionaries and imperial¬ 
ists officially call themselves “democrats,” and the other 
half are likewise fond of holding forth against a back¬ 
ground of democratic window-dressing. 'That is why we 
must take a closer view of the Right-wing Socialists so 
as> to ascertain what sort of democrats they are. 

In France, where in the spring of 1947 the represen¬ 
tatives of the Communist Party, the biggest party of 


the 

the 


working people, were excluded from the government, 


Socialists, in 


coalition with the bourgeois parties^ 


steered the government policy along an obviously reac¬ 
tionary course. That is evidenced, for example, by the 


steep rise in prices and the sharp decline of real wages 
on the one hand, and, on the other, by the monstrous 
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the rights of trade 
proriding for the protection of strike 



and 



Home 


i fuHy as hostile to the trade unions as the notorious 
t-HarUey antilabour few in the United States. 
Furthermore, the Socialist Party representatives in 
French government and particularly the Minister of 


ITairs, Jules Moch, broke all the reo 
reactionaries in forcibly suppressing 


the workers 


widespread 


broke out in France, involving over three million work¬ 
ers. AH the means at the disposal of reaction were em¬ 
ployed against the strikers. The entire state apparatus 
was mobilized lo break the resistance of the workers. 
Police and troops were sent against them, and 80,000 

reservists were called up additionally. Firearms were 
repeatedly used, with the result that thousands of French 
workers were wounded or killed. 


What were such savage reprisals against the workers 
hut evidence of rabid reaction? And it was not only 

M. Moch and the other “socialist” ministers that were 
responsible for the reactionary course taken by the gov¬ 
ernment. Their party, too, was responsible. The Right- 
wing Socialists organized strikebreakers, and the Social¬ 
ist Party unreservedly supported the government’s ter¬ 
rorism. And anyone who thinks that the Labour Party in 

Ibitain or the Socialist parlies of Belgium, Holland and 
other West-European countries publicly voiced indig¬ 
nation and disassociated themselves from the 



Socialists in their policy of police violence is deeply mis- 
hiken. On the contrary, their press expressed solidarity 

with the criminal policy of the Right-wing Socialists in 
franco. 


These ilisgustin 
de[tills ol betrayal 
s,, nk-depths imp* 

!;il 


facts throw glaring light 


on the 

to which the Blum-Moch clique has 

in the history of the French 
>‘>nr movement. This is no accident/of course; it is 
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most closely bound up with the degeneration of bour¬ 
geois democracy in the present period. 

Bourgeois democracy has always been the political 
form of the domination of capital. In previous epochs, 
too, dt was therefore not democracy for the working 
masses, but the guarantee of freedom for the capitalists 
and landlords to exploit the working people. But in the 
present epoch, when the general crisis of capitalism is 
growing in severity, bourgeois democracy is adapting 
itself more and more to the new, antidemocratic and 


predatory ambitions of monopoly capital. Among the 
features of this process are the continuing coalescence 
of the state apparatus with the capitalist monopolies, the 

growth of corruption at all levels, the bankruptcy of 
parliamentarism, the growth of militarism and the 

spread of fascist banditism. 

The Social-Democratic parties in the bourgeois democ¬ 
racies also speedily adapt themselves to these conditions 
of degenerating bourgeois society. While it is true, as we 
stated in the beginning, that the role of the 
day 


Right-wing 



does not 




from that of the Right-wing Social-Democratic reform¬ 
ists in the first quarter of the 20th century, it does 


not at all mean that there is 


difference between 


their policies today and then. No, they have gone far 
along the road of betrayal since then. They were in 
the service of the bourgeoisie a quarter of a century 
ago too, but under the present conditions this service 
requires an even more infamous policy on their part. 
Today, it is not only the general class interests of the 
bourgeoisie that they are expected to defend, but, 
first and foremost, the interests of the monopoly-cap¬ 
italist marauders. Today they are the tools, not of bour¬ 
geois liberalism, but of aggressive black reaction. And 
the principal task which reaction in most bourgeois 
countries today assigns to the Right-wing Socialists in 
the sphere of home policy is to employ all possible 




the masses of the woddog people from fighting to cast 
off the yoke ot the capitalist monopolies. 

The Right-wing Socialists in France, once they set 

out to fulfil the task assigned to them by the reactionary 
bourgeoisie, drew an entirely logical conclusion from L£on 
Btum’s instruction that they must be absolutely loyal 
“business managers of capitalism.” If that is the line. 


they said to themselves, we need not be perturbed if 
we have to imbrue our hands in workers’ blood. 


In Britain the situation is somewhat different. But 
did not the Labour government between the years 1945 
and 194/ do the same thing in Greece, where its armed 

forces helped a gang of its henchmen to torment and 
exterminate the true representatives of the Greek people, 
the finest champions of its freedom? 


In Britain itself the Labour government is doing all 
it can to swell the profits of the big capitalists at the 
expense of the vital interests of the workers. It is sky- 
rocketting direct and indirect taxes that are a burden on 
the working people, promoting the devaluation of currency, 

price increases and the continuous lowering of real wages 

of workers. It is not only maintaining hut to some extent 


is even extending the wartime rationing of consumer goods 
and food products. All these facts go to show that the 
Labour government is now carrying out the (principal 
economic demand of the avaricious British and American 
monopolists, which is to enforce a general drastic decline 
m the standard of living of the British working class. 

This unprecedented attack upon the standard of liv¬ 
ing ot the working people would surely have met with 
speedy and widespread resistance in the shape of strikes 

1,111 tor tlH> ,act ,ha L in anticipation of such a possibil¬ 
ity, tin* Labour government had taken care to retain 
tlie worst wartime law—namely, the National Arbitra¬ 
tion Act, which really bans strikes, since it makes their 
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legality dependent on the arbitrary judgment of the 
Minister of Labour. Furthermore, in October 1947 reg¬ 
ulations providing for the compulsory direction of man 
power entered into force, forbidding the majority of wage 

earners to change their places of work at will. The Min¬ 
ister of Labour, Isaacs, threatened that he would not 

7 » 

hesitate to use his wartime powers to conscript man pow¬ 
er. Lastly, the Labour Party leaders inaugurated a pro- 
vocatory campaign designed to split the British trade 


unions, because of their fear that united trade unions 
would effectively defend the interests of the workers. 
The fascist elements in England have been given 


a free hand by the government to organize and strengthen 
their movement. In France, General de Gaulle and his 


clique are openly organizing terroristic bands to seize 
power; but the Socialist Party, when represented in the 
government, and posing as “the third force,” actually 



to carry out his sinister designs. 


The Socialists of all countries are, of course, well 


acquainted with the past experience of the German 
Social-Democratic Party which cleared the way for the 
Hitler tyranny by exactly the same policy. From that 
bitter experience sincere Socialists in a number of 
countries have drawn the only correct conclusion that 
they must join hands with the Communists and other 
defenders of democracy to offer determined resistance 
to the forces of fascism and reaction which are pre¬ 
paring to take the offensive. Biut the Right-wing Social¬ 
ists are doing nothing to obstruct the fascists today 
either. And the reason is obvious: they, the Right- 
wing Social-Democrats, and the fascists serve one and 
the same master. They are the two arms of the par- 
asdic, reactionary bourgeoisie, which is determined to 
keep the working people in slavery for ever and is 
therefore lighting savagely, using both arms, against 
the growing forces of true democracy and Socialism. 



IV 

VEHICLES OF AN ANTIDEMOCRATIC 

FOREIGN POLICY 


An examination of the facts pertaining to the be¬ 
haviour of the iprcsemt- , day Right-wing Social-Demo¬ 
crats in regard to foreign relations shows that in this 
sphere too they have become the vehicles of the policy 
and schemes of the most reactionary and aggressive 


circles of the international bourgeoisie. 

This policy of international reaction has taken var¬ 
ious forms in recent years, but the following may be 
regarded as its main aspects: 

a) Anglo-American interference in the internal affairs 
of the People s Democracies and other countries; 

h) the forcible suppression of the national-liberation 

struggle in a number of colonies and dependent coun¬ 
tries; 

c.) the policy of a deal between the reactionary bour¬ 
geoisie of European countries and American imperial¬ 
ism which is striving for world liegemonv; 

C./ 4/ 

d) the policy of undermining international peace 
and of preparing for new aggression. 

Let us take Ihe first of these aspects. The numerous 
attempts at Anglo-American interference in the inter¬ 
nal affairs of the People's Democracies are universally 
known. Members of the Labour government may inter¬ 
pret those facts as they wish, but they cannot exjpunge 
ll'i'in. 1 hey may give one explanation or another for 
I In 1 attempts made by British diplomacy, along 
American, to interfere in the internal affairs of Poland. 
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Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria and Albania 
by exerting pressure in the interests of a handful of reac¬ 
tionary enemies of the people'—the fact remains thal 

such persistent attempts at British interference did take 

place. 


Yet in their speeches on formal occasions the La¬ 
bour Party leaders have always declared for the right 
of each nation to self-determination, without any out¬ 
side interference. For example, Attlee, speaking at the 
British Trades Union Congress on October 24, 1946, 
claimed that the Labour Party’s policy was based on 
“belief in freedom and democracy and the right of 
nations to decide freely for themselves the kind of 
government and society they desired.” 

Apropos of such claims the nations of Eastern and 
Southeastern Europe might ask the Labour Ministers: 
“Why, then, are you preventing—or why have you tried 
to prevent—us from freely ordering our affairs in ac¬ 
cordance with our own wishes? Your actions in dealing 

with us are diametrically opposed to the principle 
which, in words, you too recoignrze as a principle of 
elementary democracy.” 

The antidemocratic, imperialist character of the 
British policy of interference iin the internal affairs of 


the People’s Democracies stands out most glaringly when 
we turn to the highhanded) methods employed by Brit¬ 


ish emissaries in their underground, conspiratorial activi¬ 
ties in these countries. The sinister actions of such em¬ 


issaries, among whom there were also some diplomats* 
came to light already in the autumn of 1947 at public 
trials of political criminals in Poland, Bulgaria and 
xAlbania. Here are some instances culled from the court 
materials published in the press. 

In Poland ait the Cracow trial of the bandit organi¬ 
zation known as WIN (Wolnosc i Niepodlegosc) and the 
agents provocateurs and spies of the PSL (Mikolajczyfk’s 
party), it was revealed that the leaders of that gang, 
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thousands of Polish demOerais over 





a period aftw© yeasrs, mad close connections in 

In Bulgaria, Petkov, the ringleader of a gang of con 
spirators who plotted a coup d’etat, admitted in 
written la ptvacxi after he had been sentenced 
that Ms entire activity for two years ‘‘served reaction, 
both external and infernal, and was inspired in the 
course of the talks I had with the representatives of 
imperialist states, Barnes and Boswell.” 

In Albania, at the trial of the wreckers and saboteurs 
who belonged to the bandit organizations “Baillu Kom- 
betare” and “Legalitet,” in September 1947, it was fully 
revealed that their activities had been directed by the 
official British and U.S. missions in Tirana. 

In none of these cases did the Labour government or 
the Labour press disavow the machinations of those 
emissaries, while the Right-wing Social-Democrats of 
other countries and their press systematically defended 
Anglo-American interference and spread falsehoods and 

a lions designed to discredit the governments of 



copie s Democi 


there erv out against 


ful 


As for Greece, the very stones 
Anglo-American interference. In spite of repeated pro¬ 
tests voiced by many British trade unions, the Labour 

government long persisted in maintaining armed forces 
in Greece, bolstering up the bestial regime of a puppet 
ruling clique, the royalist-fascist gang, which is so hate- 

to the overwhelming majority of the Greek people 
•hat il could not maintain itself in power a single day 
without foreign support. 

Hie British Labour Party leaders and the French 
Rjght-wing Socialists have also gained distinction for the 

bloorl\ suppression of the national-liberation struggle in 

a number of colonies —the former, particularlv in Indo¬ 
nesia; the latter, in Indo-Ghina. 

No sooner did the great Indonesian people attain its 
iberahon from the Dutch colonial yoke than the British 




government sent armed forces against it and at the same 
time armed Dutch expeditionary troops for more blood¬ 
shed in Indonesia. And what do you think this infamous 

procedure wasi called in the language of the Labour 
Party leaders? In the Labour Party’s pamphlet, 

on the Table!, it was described, word for word, as fol¬ 
lows: “We have made an important contribution to 
Indonesia’s fight for freedom” (!). 

That is something in the nature of a world record 
in Jesuitical hypocrisy. But, then, this will not greatly 

surprise the reader who finds in the same pamphlet 
toe assertion that British imperialism has ceased to exist, 
as it has been liquidated by the Labourites. ... In nearly 
all the British colonies, however, this supposedly non¬ 
existent imperialism continues to hold the native peoples 
in slavery as ruthletssly as heretofore. And m India, where 
British imperialism was no longer strong enough to 
maintain the colonial regime in its former shape, the La¬ 
bour government imposed upon the people the treacher¬ 
ous scheme whereby the country was partitioned into 
separate British dominions—a scheme which could not 
but cause sanguinary civil strife on a vast scale between 
Moslems and Hindus. This bloodshed is expected to pro¬ 
mote the further schemes and machinations of British 
imperialism in India. 




SERVITORS OF AMERICAN IMPERIALISM 


Another aspect of the foreign policy of the British 
Labourites and the French Socialists is their support 
of the reactionary policy of a deal with American impe¬ 
rialism. 

This policy is often referred to in England as Bev- 
in’s “Fulton” policy, since it was first proclaimed by 
Churchill in his notorious speech at Fulton, in the Unit¬ 
ed Stales. Bevin followed witih a speech in the House 
of Commons (on June 4, 1946) in which he outdid Chur¬ 
chill in the profusion of his attacks upon the Soviet 
l nion and in kowtowing to the American imperialists. 
Churchill has admitted that there is no difference what¬ 


ever between his position and Bevin's political course 
with regard to the major issues of international policy 
which, from the standpoint of the ambitions of the City 
and Wall Street, are today decisive. 

The purport of the Bevin-Churchill “Fulton” policy 

is to steer for an aggressive bloc with the United States 
directed against the Soviet Union and the People’s De¬ 
mocracies, and against the communist and democratic 
movements in every country. The aim of this policy is 
to establish reactionary regimes (of the Greek 
wherever possible, and with their aid to deprive the 

jwooples of economic independence and national saver- 

* 

cignty, to bring them under the yoke of American 

imperialism. 

ll goes without saying that it is primarily the 

American reactionaries who dictate this international 
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policy. It is urged by their ambition for imperilaiis! 
expansion—an ambition which knows no bounds and 
is manifested in all their policies, particularly in the 
“Truman doctrine” and the “Marshall plan,” so called. 
The ruling circles of Britain, France and several 
other bourgeois countries have already come to 
terms with the American reactionaries with a view to 
taking part in the implementation of these schemes. 

The Right-wing Social-Democrats have devoted them¬ 
selves unreservedly to the promotion of this imperialist 
policy. 

True enough, some Social-Democrats at first tried 
to put forward the “original” notion that the Marshall 
plan is a good thing whereas the Truman doctrine is 
not. However, since both have been hatched in the same 
nest and obviously pursue the same aim, all controversy 

A 7 wf 

as to which is the better is simply ridiculous. It reminds 
one too much of the well-known controversy between the 
scholastics of old as to which devil is better—a blue or 


a yellow one. 


The Social-Democratic reformists everywhere in West¬ 


ern Europe are now carrying on demagogic propaganda 
in favour of America’s plans and ambitions, employing 
thousands of sophisms to cover up the sordid imperial* 
ist character of the plans of dollar diplomacy. 

Leon Blum, in an article in the Populaire , appealed 
to the Social-Democrats of all countries to take the lead 
in starting a widespread movement of public opinion 
lo orient the American initiative.” Social-Democratic 


newspapers and speakers followed this up with a most 
revolting display of grovelling before the throne of 
the American moneybags. A special conference of So¬ 
cialist parties of West-European countries took place 
to approve the Marshall plan. 

On the German question the British Labour Minis¬ 
ters and the French Right-wing Socialists are also giv- 
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L 


• fc ■ ■■ ■ * : +p * ■' a ' ■ * ■ " * , fc "* I *' * * * I *» ■ . •■ ^ 

full supiportihfr ftir American plans which 

against 


against 




peace 


are parties to the violation of the Potsdam decisions 


concerning the demilitarization of Germany and her 

ic lines. They are backing in 


reconstruction cm 



every the American reactionaries in their efforts to 
obtain support for their policy among the selfsame Ger¬ 
man monopolists who were the mainstays of the Hitler 
regime, and to turn Western Germany into a base for 
the extension of the influence of American imperialism in 
Europe. And Bovin, for example, in his speech at Mor¬ 
peth on July 19, 1947, expressed the hope that the 

United States would never again abandon Europe_ 

Bevins hope is undoubtedly sharply at variance 
with the wishes of the peoples of Europe. But that does 
not prevent him in the least from currying the favour 
of the House of Morgan and other American billion¬ 
aires who are aspiring to obtain trusteeship over the na¬ 
tions of Europe. 

TV party of the German chauvinistic Social-Demo¬ 
crats (Schumacher's party) is also offering its services to 

I ll r- A ^ ^ r* * w 

of 

on his 


the Americans. One of the most reactionary 
the old German Social-Democracy, Stamjpfer 
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return from the United States, said of the congress of 
Vlmmacher s party that took place in June 1947 that 

* was a huropean congress at which the international 
socialists responded to America's appeal for a united 
lurop,. With the watchword: ‘Here we are!’” 

In the beginning of 1930 Stampfer and his col- 
easues sought to win the good graces of German reaction, 
>ing to show that it needed them as a tool along with 

criliTV"- 1 - 1 ? eXaCl,y tilP same ' va >’ Social-Demo- 

l>mvn u. r'T 0f loday , are S°ing to all lengths to 

and welt s!iUeT I ‘ 1 - a --- mP '- na,i ' St - tha - * hey are P re P ared 

^rvice. 


fo play the role of quislings 
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Is it conceivable that the Right-wing Social-Demo 
crats do not understand that American imperialism is 
today the centre of international reaction? They under¬ 
stand this perfectly well, and that is why they offer it 
their services. Dread of the growing strength of Social¬ 
ism and people’s democracy, hatred for the Land of 
Socialism and for the communist workers of all coun¬ 


tries drive them into the camp of most ruthless forces 
of international reaction. 


How far the Right-wing Socialists have already gone 
in their servility to American imperialism is evident, on 
the one hand, from their eagerness to force the yoke of 
American “assistance” upon their countries, accepting 
any terms imposed by the Wall Street usurers; and, 
on the other, from the zeal with which the most promi¬ 
nent Social-Democratic leaders are calling upon their coun¬ 
tries to give up their national sovereignty. 

In the days when bourgeois democracy still repre¬ 
sented a progressive movement it knew no loftier idea 
than national sovereignty. Today, the Belgian Socialist 
leader, Spaak, goes out of his way to prove that national 


sovereisntv has 



i c 


an outmoded idea 


5 ? 


which 


should be discarded like an old shirt and replaced by 
an American coercive regime. 

In France, where American emissaries are already 
acting as overlords, impudently deciding who is to he 


in the government and laying their hands on the coun¬ 
try’s national resources, Leon Blum, one of the fore¬ 
most champions of American imperialism, deprecated 

any insistence on the country’s economic independence 
as “nationalism.” On behalf of what he called “Social¬ 
ism” he supported the demand of the American mon¬ 
opolists that France and other European countries 
should abolish their customs boundaries. He even as¬ 
serted that this would lead to the setting up of an 
“international socialist system”—no more, no less., He 
demanded, in the first place, that France should give 

"V 
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hard to 

that this appeUaikm is nothing but a convenient 
for the world supremacy of American imperialism. 

was L6on Blum, the ideological leader of the 
Right-wing Socialists, who became the bard of national 




The political meaning of this propaganda Of re¬ 
nunciation of national sovereignty lies primarily in the 

fact that Blum, Spaak, and their like are thereby en¬ 
couraging the United States to engage in increasingly 
brazen blackmail and extortion in Europe. The Bul- 
litts may say to any American profiteer whose mouth 
waters at the sight of the wealth accumulated in the 
countries of Europe: 

“Why stand on ceremony when even the Socialists 


want us to take complete control!'’ 

The Right-wing Socialists and their press are con¬ 
ducting a continuous campaign of lies and slander against 
the Soviet Union and the People's Democracies. This is 

obviously part of their functions as agents of American 
imperialism. 


dispense with at least some 
sort of camouflage for their hostility to the Soviet 
State—the la Iter's prestige is far too great for that. That 
is why tlie Labour Party leaders, for example, often 
represent the present British government as an “honest 
intermediary" between capitalist America and the So¬ 
viet Union. But in the pamphlet, Cards on the Table!, 


they ca 
that a 
Slates 


si off Iheir mask for a moment, declaring plainly 
British foreign policy independent of the United 
was not desirable so far as the Labour govern- 


mon! was concerned, and emphasizing with the following 
^ords their intention to take part in the American mach¬ 
inations against the Soviet Union: 

"The idea that we should have extricated ourselves 
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from the quarrel between Russia and the U.S.A. does 
not make sense. ...” 

The activities of the Labour government fully bear 
out this statement. It faithfully follows the line mapped 
out by the American expansionists, in its foreign 
which is directed against 

y # U -- VTXJ 

Union and of all freedom-loving nations. 

As for France, the Socialist Ministers in 1947 even 
launched police operations of an anti-Soviet chara cter. 
The first of these operations was directed against 

on October 28, 1947 demon- 



interests of the Soviet 


the Paris workers who 


strated 



protest against an attempt of the fascists to 

# • n • . 


The 


-^ xctxxj lix me centre or tne cit 

government, headed by the Socialist Ramadier, '_ 

i>zed thousands of police to protect the fascist provoca¬ 
teurs against the demonstrating workers. More than 300 

of tile ^ ' ---—- ^— —j. — _ — — 


were wounded. 



slaves to Germany 


Tlie next police operation of the Ramadier govern¬ 
ment was a direct act of provocation in the field of 

policy. On November 14, a large police force 
supported by tanks made a completely unjustified raid 

upon the Beauregard camp, which had been organized, 
in accordance with the Franco-Soviet agreement on re¬ 
patriation, for members of the Soviet armed forces lib¬ 
erated from German captivity and for other Soviet 
citizens w r ho had been deported 
during the war. 

Lastly, towards the end of November—under the 
Schuman government—the .following operation was car¬ 
ried out under the direction of the “socialisl” Minister 
of the Interior. In various parts of the country French 

secret police agents illeigally arrested Soviet citizens 
participants in the French resistance movement during 
the Nazi occupation. Some of them had even received 
French military decorations a month before their arrest. 
After subjecting the arrested to various indignities, the 
police secretly deported them from France. 
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In connection with the two latter cases, the Gov¬ 
ernment of the Soviet Union, it will be remembered, 
made linn and strong representations to the French 
government in its notes of December 8 and 9, 1947. 
There can hardly be any doubt that the outrageous 
anti-Soviet provocations of the French authorities were 
engin> ed to please the American reactionaries, with 
the aim of prejudicing Franco-Soviet relations. 




VI 


accomplices of the instigators 

OF A NEW WAR 

of the" RWht-vving 6 V***” rf * he forei §» 

e-loits to undermine international Deace L * 
prepare new aggression. This aspect is natural]/ i 
iy connected with the previous one naturally > «***- 


The Right-win 



fish tin i? - assert, of course, that they 

lem B of ‘ hey ar 5 conf routed by the difficult prob- 
em of explaining why they, while posing as cham¬ 
pions of peace are doing nothing to combat the American 
imperialists who are menacing the cause of world peace- 

Se aZi^f r ‘ a i in§ UP the - behaR oi 

t ce against the notorious American 
gators of a new world war. 

in 1° ^ V ^ de th f se em barrassln,g questions, they have 
triokW f tr,Cky f phisms - L4on Elm invented the 

Truman f i ’ 6 ” 1 aB ‘. In an article in defen ce of the 
w n d o ctrme against the criticism voiced by Henry 

a f Ce ’ then ? n a vlsit in Paris, Blum declared that 


and 


ican 


existence,” 
alists of peace”! 


“if there are 


any 


cannot be war imperialists, but are “imperi- 


with 
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Uie laws of sound logic. It is as paradoxical as to say 
gangsters of humanitariiamsm,” for example Rmf fnr 


But for 

defending the American imperialists. Leon 
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laws of 



obvious to all that the ambitions and appetites 




are aimed 


of these amencaii ^imperialists of peace 

the foundations of international coopera¬ 
tion and world (peace. But without the support of the La¬ 
bour government in Britain and the bourgeois-socialist 
coalition in France, the American imperialist schemes 

would from the very outset have had no chance of success. 

” are fond of 


The American “imperialists 


peace 
atom bomb 


ularlv barbarous 


of attack and 


aggression. 



weapon 

When the question of prohibiting the atom bomb was 
discussed, the Socialist delegates of Britain and France 
in the United Nations bodies had an excellent opportu¬ 
nity to fight for the cause of peace. But did they sup¬ 
port the proposal for the immediate prohibition of this 
weapon of bestial and senseless extermination of the 
population of large cities? No. At the behest of their 
Wall Street masters, they fought and are stilt fighting 
to shelve the issue of the prohibition of the production 
and use of the atomic weapon. 

In his articles in the Pojmlaire Leon Blum 

cntly appealed to all “small and medium countries” to 
rally around the United States of America and support 
>ts proposals on the question of atomic energy. This 
Jealous attorney of the American atoniists asserted that 
lie adhered to “a doctrine which combines the ideas of 
Marx with those of .Tanres. This is an obvious profa¬ 
nation. not only of the great name of Marx, but also 
r >1 Ihe name of .Inures. Jaures was undoubtedly an op¬ 
portunist . But he fought against war. True, he did so * 
paeiiist. not as a revolutionary; but he fought sincere- 

h. That was why, on the eve of the first world war, 
the reactionary bourgeoisie poured torrents of 
jip°n him and in the end murdered him. He was a re- 
° n,m! ot his tinio. Bui what a vast distance there 
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is between him and a despicable Jesuit like L4o» 
Blum! 


The Right-wing Social-Democrats are perfectly well 
aware that there is direct military collaboration between 
Britain and the United States. They know that the 
Anglo-American joint military staff is still in existence, 
they know of the agreement for collaboration between 
the British and the American air forces concluded early 
in 1947, and they also know that in a number of cases 
Britain has joined the Americans in their feverish efforts 
lo create military bases and turn whole countries 
into bridgeheads in preparation for a new war. Do not 


these facts prove that the Labour 
making Britain an accomplice of 


Pa r f v 1 ead e rs a re 

% 

the United States 


in 

of 


the policy of preparing new war ventures 
intimidating other countries bv threats of 


and 

new 


aggression '■ 


One would have thought that for the sake of her 
own security Britain ought to concentrate all her efforts 
on averting a new world war. The facts, however, show 
that the British Labour Ministers are quite willing to 
take part in the reckless schemes of the shortsighted 
American strategists. The British Labourites are openly 
conducting a campaign of lies and slander against fhe 
Soviet I'nion. It is not for nothing that the press of the 
American imperialists warmly praised Attlee and Mor¬ 
rison for their speeches early in January 1948, in which 


hat 

on the United States. 


I’nion was combined with fawning 


The Right-wing Social-Democrats, far from combat¬ 
ing the instigators of a new war are using their press 
to spread slanderous fabrications with the aim of incite¬ 
ment to aggression against our Soviet Union and the 
People's Democracies. 

Now and again the Socialist Ministers deem it proper 
to utter bellicose threats “on the American model.” Bev- 

in, for example, speaking at a dinner given by the 



American Society in July 1947, called for aggressive 

action by the United States. He said: 

I beg the great American continent to go on with 

;ic mission. As long as I am Foreign Secretary I 

• . I sav to 


n 

will work with you.... And 
the United States. Now is the 




ing. . . 
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This sort of war propaganda, as we know, was de¬ 
nounc'd in a resolution adopted on the initiative of the 
fvivid delegation al the Second Session of the UN 
General Assembly. Fortunately for the champions of this 

- p # v. ■ 1* %, 

propaganda, that session of the UN General Assembly 
did not pass the Soviet proposal that warmongers should 
I** held criminally liable. 


* 


* 


* 



The actions of the present-day Right-wing Social- 
hemocrats thus 'eave no room for doubt that thev are 

to 

agents of the antidemocratic, imperialist camp, accom¬ 
plices of the instigators of an imperialist war. 
policy of betrayal has thus reached its apex. 

But tl lese gentlemen obviously overrate the strength 
o iheir masters—the reactionary big bourgeoisie whom 
! hey serve hodv and soul; particularly do they overrate 
the strength of American imperialism. The ulcers and 

contradictions ol contemporary monopoly capitalism 
have already become fatal. Tne recklessness of the ini- 
perialisis, their hankering al ter new aggression, can only 
speed up the collapse ot the entire edifice oi monopoly 
capitalism, winch has lived its day. If the Right-wing 

Social-Democrats do not see that present-day capitalism 
is loomed, it is only because, having linked their fate 

" ,M| i! ’ ,he > r wil1 not and dare not look into the future 
with open eyes. 

The zeal with which the Right-wing Social-Demo- 
irats serve ( >iedatory imperialism is hastening liieir 
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• lloris Ol the advanced workers, the Communists 


are becoming ever clearer 
being committed by the 
and are repudiating them. 


1 the black treachery 

wing Social-Democrats 


in« . Par . tieS ’ <>n ,he other hand > having 

mastered the great teachings of Marx, Lenin and Stalin 

are imbued with a profound faith in the strength of 

iho \rA,rl. r in^ .1 1 1 _ f . _ ® Vl 


people 
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all countries, in the irresistibly 
Jsm and true democracy. They know that the anti-im- 
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Social 


superior 
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to the camp ot imperialist reaction. 

Comrade Molotov had every ground lor the state¬ 
ment he made in his speech on the 30th anniversary 
of the Great October Socialist Revolution, namely 
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‘ If the democratic 


that 


themselv 


and boldly fight imperialism and its plans for new 
warlike ventures, this will unite the peoples into a mighty 
annv, the like of which cannot be possessed by imper¬ 
ialism, which denies the democratic rights of peoples, 
tramples on the sovereignty of nations, and bases its 
plans on threats and reckless adventures. Uneasiness and 
alarm are growing in the ranks of the imperialists, for 
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everyone 
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can see that the ground is shaking under the 
leet ol impel ialism, whereas the torces of democracy and 
Soc ialism aie growing stronger with every passing day.” 

In the struggle to speed up this process it is a task 
ot major importance incessantly to expose the infamous 
machinations of the Social-Democratic agents of inter¬ 
national reaction. Once they are fully exposed, they lose 
their influence upon the masses. 
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are becoming ever clearer as to 


the black treachery 


beuie committed by the Right-wing Social-Democrats 

re repudiating them. 

e Communist parties, on the other hand, having. 


Marx 


profound 


tRe writing class and the working p^T ge3 

^fI fnilnfnuD t 4-l-» A z _* i * . *. 



Social 
anti 


* i • , ^ - j ™ tiicti me anti-im- 

perialist, democratic camp is greatly superior in, strength 
to the camp of imperialist reaction 

Comrade Molotov had every ground for the state- 
merit he made in his speech on the 30th anniversary 
of the Great October Socialist Revolution, namely that 


- themjseh v 

and boldly fight imperialism and its plans for new 
warlike ventures, this will unite the peoples into a mighty 
aitny, the like of which cannot be possessed by imner- 
1 a ism, which denies the democratic rights, of peoples 
tramples on the sovereignty of nations, and bases its 
plans on threats and reckless adventures. Uneasiness and 
alarm are growing in the ranks of the imperialists, for 
everyone can see that the ground is shaking under the 
ieet of imperialism, whereas the forces of democracy and 
.Socialism are growing stronger with every passing day.” 

In .the struggle to speed up this process it is a task 
ot major importance incessantly to expose the 'infamous 
machinations of the Social-Democratic agents of inter* 
national reaction. Once they are fully exposed, they lose 
their influence upon the masses. 


Printed in the bnion of Soviet Socialist Republics 
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